shift  foreman  explained that  he  took two men from  the  six
man  crew of  the  idle  2A section  and  that the remaining four
men were  setting up a longwall   (Tr.   255).    The  shift foreman
could  have  quickly  cleaned up  all   the  cited float  coal dust
if he  had  taken  additional men  from the  2A section.     So too
he could have used  additional men   from the D-ll   section         '
itself,   instead of having them continue  to advance  that
section.     Accordingly,   I  conclude  that the operator's  evi-
dence  not  only  fails  to  cast  any  doubt upon the   inspector's
finding of  unwarrantable  failure,   but rather lends  it fur-
ther   support.

The  parties were ordered  to  file post hearing briefs.
On March  19,   1984,   the  Solicitor  filed his brief,  which was
most helpful.     Counsel  for  the  operator requested an  exten-
sion  until  March  20,   1984,  which was  granted,   but has  filed
no brief.

In  light  of  the  foregoing,   Citation No.   2263047  is
Affirmed.

The Notice of  Contest  is  Dismissed.

Paul Merlin

Chief Administrative Law Judge
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